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of the stock* Some of the commonwealths, as we know,
tax corporations on the amount, i.e. the par value, of the
capital stock. Yet manifestly, where the market value of
the stock may be double or half the par value, it cannot
be maintained that the latter is identical with, or an index
to, the value of the property. In no sense, therefore, can
capital stock at its par value be declared equivalent to the
whole property. Even if we take the market value of
the stock, we are not in a much better position, for many of
our corporations, especially railroads, are created from the
proceeds of the bonds. In such cases, although the prop-
erty may be great, the profits are devoted mainly to meet-
ing the interest on the bonded debt, and since there may be
no dividends, the value of the stock may be very slight. Yet
the property which produces these profits may be enormous.
Evidently the capital stock and the whole property are not
identical. But we may go still farther. Even in the case of
corporations without a bonded debt, but whose property does
not pay good dividends, the capital stock at its market value
is no index of the value of the property. Thus, a model-
dwellings company may have property worth a million
dollars; yet if it is so managed as to pay no dividends,
the stock will sell in the market for a very small sum.
The value of this depreciated stock is evidently not the
same as that of the company's real property. They are
not interchangeable terms. Hence, from whatever point of
view we regard it, capital stock is not identical, economically
speaking, with the total corporate property; a tax on capital
stock is not a tax on the entire property.

The courts of New Jersey, New York and the United States
are then perfectly right in their decisions; and the Pennsylva-
nia cases seem to be incorrect both in. law and in economics.

The third case in which the question of a franchise tax
is of importance is in connection with the subject of
interstate commerce. The growth of the interpretation put
upon the principle that no state may levy a tax interfering
with interstate) commerce will be more fully discussed here-